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REMARKS 

Initially, Applicants would like to e^q^s their appreciation to Examiner Fronda and his 
supervisor. Examiner Nashed, for the courtesy extended to Angela Dallas and Gary Connell during 
Ihetelephone interview of August 2 1,2001. During this interview, the issues under 35 U.S-C. § 103 
were discussed in this and related appUcaljon U.S. Application Serial No. 09/1 1 5 ^75, With regard 
to the format of the claims as currently amended, the Examiner indicated that the prior art rejections 
woijJd be overcome. Applicants have amended all of the claims in the present application in a 
manner that is believed to place the claims in a condition for allowance. 

Claim Amendm_^s : 

Applicants have amended the claims in the manner discussed with the Examiner in the 
August 21 interview. These amendments are believed to clarify the claimed subject matter, and to 
place the claims in a condition for allowance. Specifically, the claims have been amended to more 
particularly describe the invention and to address the Examiner's concerns regarding the dejBboiteness 
of what genetic modifications arc encompassed by the claims. Support for new Claim 40, part (i), 
is in original Claims 1 and 8. Support for part (ii) to Claim 40 is in original Claim 1 and the 
specification, page 1 5, lines 19-34; page 17, line 23 to page 1 8, line 1 8; and page 33, line 29 to page 
34, tine 23, for example. The remairxder of the amendments axe intended to modify the claims to 
correspond to the amendment to Claim 40, and support for the dependent claims is found in the 
original claims. Other independent claims have been modified as necessary to be similar to Claim 
40. Applicants note that data supporting the phrase "gIucosamine-6-phosjrtiate synthase" as used in 
the claims will be provided in the next few weeks by supplemental response and a declaration under 
37 CFR 1.132. 

Rejection of rJalms ^. 14-16. 18 and 21 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claims 1-6, 8, 14-16, 18 and 21 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103, contending that these claims arc unpatentable over Dutka-Malen et al. in view of 
O'Sbe^ et al for the reasons of record. The Examiner contends that the organism of Dutfca-Malen 
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et al. inherently accumulates glucosamine which is recovered by the centriftigatioo of the extract, 
and that O'Shea et al. teach a chromatography method for isolating glucosamine. 

Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants' agent reiterated 
Applicants* position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amOTded the claims in a mauner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that the 
Examiner may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 1-6, 8, 14-16, 18 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Rejection of niaims 7 and 17 UndeT 35 U.S.C. 8 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claims 7 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §103, 
contending that these claims are xmpaientable over Plumbridge et al. in view of Joyce et al, and 
O'Shea et al. for the reasons of record. The Examiner contends that Joyce et al. teach a method to 
delete specific genes from E. coU, that one vvnould have been motivated to further delete the enzymes 
involved in amino sugar metabolism in the E. coli of Dutka-Malen et al. (it is noted that Dulka- 
Malen et al. has not been cited in this combination), and that O'Shea et al, teach a chromatography 
method for isolating glucosamine. 

Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants' agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amended the claims In a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that the 
Examiner may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 7 and 17 under 35 U-S.C § 103. 

Rejection of Claim 9 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rej^tion of Claim 9 under 3 5 U.S-C. § 1 03, contending that 
this claim is unpatentable ovor DutJca-Malen et al. in view of Balbas et al. and O'Shea et al. for the 
reasons of record. The Examiner contends that the organism of Dutka-Malen et al. inherently 
accumulates glucosamine which is recovered by the centrifugation of the extract, that Balbas et al. 
teach a vector for chromosOTiaJ integration of cloned DNA into the genome of the host, and that 
O'Shea et al, teach a chromatography method for isolating glucosamine. 
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Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants* agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that the 
Examiner have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respoctfiilly requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Reiectton of Claims 10 and 19 Under 35 U.S>a_jS_li)_3 : 

The Examiner has maintained tiie rejection of Claims 10 and 19 under 35 U.S.C, §103, 
contending that these claims are unpatentable over Dutka-Malen et al. in view of O'Shea et al. for 
the reasons of record. The Examiner contends that the organism of Dutka-Malen et al. inherently 
accumulates glucosamine which is recovered by the centrifugation of the extract, and that 0*Shea 
et al. teach a chromatography method for isolating glucosamine. 

Applicants again traverse die rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants' agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that the 
Examiner may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 10 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Rejection of Claims 11-13 and 20 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claims J 1-13 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103, 
contending that these claims are uiqjatentable over DutkarMalen et aJ. in view of Plumbtidgc, Joyce 
ct al. and CShea et al. for the reasons of record. The Examiner conten ds that the organism of Dutka- 
Malen et al.. inherently accimiulates glucosamine which is rpcovexed by the ctotiifugation of the 
extract, that Joyce et al. teach deletion of a gene from E. coli, that Plumbridge et al. teach that 
deletion of any one or a combination of genes is expected to result in a decrease in enzyme activity, 
and that O'Shea ct al. teach a chromatography m^od for isolating glucosamine. 

AppUcants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants' agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telqjhone interview. AppUcants have 
amended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that the 
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Examiaer may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examuier is respectfully requested to 
withdraw tbejrejection of Claims 11-13 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Rqectton of Claims 22. 23. 27-29 and 33 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claijns 22, 23, 27-29 and 33 under 35 U.S.C 
§ 103 , contending that these claims are unpatentable over Dutka-Malea el al. in view of Balbas et al. 
and 0*Shea et al. for the reasons of record. The Examiner contends that die organism of Dutka- 
Malen et al. inherently accumulates glucosamine which is recovered by the centrifugation of the 
extract, that B albas et aL teach a vector for chromosomal intcgrati on of cloned DNA into the genome 
of the host, and that O'Shea et al. teach a chromatography method for isolating glxicosamine. 

Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants* agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amiended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining coacems that the 
Examiner may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 22, 23, 27-29 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Rejection of Claims 24-26 and 30_-32_Undet 35 U.S.C. S 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claims 24-26 and 30-32 under 35 U.S.C. § 103, 
contending that tiicse claims are unpatentable over Dutka-Malen et al. in view of Balbas ct al., 
Plumbridge et al-, and Joyce et al. for the reasons of record. The Examiner contends that the 
organism of Dutka-Malen et al. inherently accumulates glucosamine which is recovered by the 
centrifugation of the extract, that Balbas et al. teach a vector for chromosomal integration of cloned 
DNA into the genome of the host, that Joyce et aJ. teach deletion of a gene jSrom E. coli, and that 
Plumbridge et al. teach that deletion of any one or a combination of genes is expected to result in a 
decr^se in enzyme activity. 

Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants* agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examine in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that ttie 
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Examiner may have regarding the daims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfiiUy requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 24-26 and 30-32 ujuder 35 U.S.C. § 103, 

Rejection of Claims ^4-39 Under 35 U-S.C, 6 103 : 

The Examiner has maintained the rejection of Claims 34-39 under 35 U.S.C. §103, 
contending that these claims are unpatentable over Dutka-Malen et al. in view of Balbas el al., 
Plumbridge et al., Joyce et al, and O'Shea et al. for the reasons of record. The Examiner contends 
that the organism of Dutka-Malcn et al. inherently accumulates glucosamine vliich is recovered by 
the centrifugation of the extract, that Balbas et al. teach a vector for chromosomal integration of 
clooed DNA into the genome of the host, that Joyce et al, teach deletion of a gene from E. coli, that 
Plumbridge et al. teach that deletion of any one or a combination of genes is e^qiected to result id a 
decrease in enzyme activity, and that O'Shea et aJ, teach a chroniatography method for isolating 
glucosamine. 

Applicants again traverse the rejection for the reasons of record. Applicants' agent reiterated 
Applicants' position to the Examiners in the August 21 telephone interview. Applicants have 
amended the claims in a manner that is believed to address any remaining concerns that die 
Examiner may have regarding the claims. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 34-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Applicants have tried to respond to all of the Examiner's concerns as set forth in the July 1 7 
Office Action and submit that the claims are in a condition for allowance. In the event that the 
Examiner has any questions regarding Applicants' posittorij the Examiner is invited to contact the 
below-named agent at (303) 863-9700. 



Respectfully submitted. 



SHERJDAN ROSS P.C. 





Registration No. 42,460 
1560 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Denver, CO 80202-5141 
(303) 863-9700 
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